
March 4, 2014 

Letter of Appeal 

Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
9300 East Hampton Drive 
Capitol Heights, MD 20743 

CC Docket No 02-6 

Request for Review of Administrator’s Decision on Appeal – Funding Year 2012-2013, re 
Decatur City School District, Form 471 Application Number 864333, issued January 13, 
2014

Authorized person who can best discuss this Appeal with you 
Richard Larson Phone: (888) 535-7771 ext 102 
eRate 360 Solutions, LLC Fax: (866) 569-3019 
322 Route 46W, Suite 280W Email: rlarson@erate360.com
Parsippany, NJ 07054 (preferred mode of contact) 

Application Information 
Entity Decatur City School District 
Billed Entity Number  128005
471 Number 864333
Funding Request Number 2354402
SPIN / Service Provider 143020138 / MNX Corporation 
Eligible Pre-Discount Amount $200,213.92 
Funding Requested $180,192.53 

Document Being Appealed:  Administrator’s Decision on Appeal – Funding Year 2012-2013, 
re Decatur City School District, Form 471 Application Number 
864333, issued January 13, 20141

Decision on Appeal: Denied  
Explanation:   
“… USAC has determined that the documentation you provided during the Special 
Compliance Review, in support of FRN 2354402, did not demonstrate that price of the 
eligible goods and services was the primary factor.  Specifically, in the final vendor 
evaluation documentation used during the evaluation process there are no specific 
point values or weighting percentages assigned for each of the evaluation factors. 
Additionally, the final vendor evaluation documentation used during the evaluation 
process indicated the bidder selected, MXN, was not the lowest priced bidder. You also 
submitted a revised vendor evaluation grid in which you assigned weighted evaluation 

1 Letter from Schools and Libraries Division, USAC, to Richard Larson, consultant to Decatur City School District, 
dated January 13, 2014, re: Form 471 Application Number 864333 (ADL).  

302 4th Avenue NE
Decatur, AL 35601



2
numbers to the evaluation documentation previously provided, however, this 
documentation cannot be accepted since it was not created during the actual 
evaluation.  Applicants must select the most cost-effective provider of the desired 
products or services eligible for support, with price of the eligible goods and services 
being the primary evaluating factor. The documentation submitted does not 
demonstrate that the price of eligible goods and services was your primary vendor 
evaluation consideration when the selection of MXN was made. “ 

Request for Review: 

Decatur City School District (the District) respectfully requests that the FCC reverse the SLD 
decision to deny funding of $180,192.53 for the Video Distribution System in FRN 2354402.  
The District respectfully contends that SLD Special Compliance reviewer misinterpreted the 
District’s documentation of the screening process mandated in the RFP which led to 
rejection of the proposal from South Western Communications, Inc. (SWC) and to 
acceptance of the proposal from MXN Corporation (MNX) for FRN 2354402, and that no Bid 
Evaluation Matrix was required in the awarding of this project to MNX. 

Background: 

On 1/24/12, the District filed their RFP for a Video Distribution System,2 followed two days 
later by Form 470 # 415340001008549 for this system.  Only two bids were received, from 
MNX3 and from SWC4.  Kathy Rains, Supervisor of Technology for the District, headed the 
four-person team evaluating the bids.   

Their initial task was to ensure that each of the two bids met the requirements set by the 
RFP.  This process complied with the opening sentence of the RFP’s General Conditions:  
“Bidder: To ensure responsiveness and acceptance of bid, please follow these instructions.”5

The items under General Conditions included: 
Item number 3: “The entire invitation of bid documents should be completed and 
returned as requested.”  
Item number 5: “Firm prices shall be quoted… The Board reserves the right to make 
award to next lowest responsible bidder if prices are not firm.”
Item number 9: “Unless specified ‘no substitute,’ any catalog brand name or 
manufacturer’s reference used in the ITB is descriptive only, not restrictive, and used to 
indicate the type and quality desired.  … The Board reserves the right to determine 
whether a substitute offered is equivalent to and meets the standard of the item 
specified, and the Board may require the bidder to supply additional descriptive 
material.”
Item number 14: “The Board reserves the right to accept or reject all or any part of a 
bid or any and all bids … and to award the bid that best serves the interest of the Board.  
Award will be made to lowest responsive and responsible bidder meeting specifications.”

This screening process to ensure that each bid complies with the General Conditions is in 
accordance with SLD procedure which states: 

“You can set out specific requirements and disqualify bids that do not meet those 
requirements as long as you clearly identify the disqualification reasons on your FCC 
Form 470 and/or your RFP. Disqualification reasons should be determined prior to 

2 Decatur City Board of Education Invitation to Bid, dated January 24, 2012, Bid Number: 01-2012, Bid Title: 
Video Distribution System (the RFP). 
3 Proposal from MNX Corp. for a Video Distribution System, presented to Decatur City School District in response 
to the District’s RFP and Form 470 # 415340001008549. 
4 Proposal from South Western Communications, Inc.for a Video Distribution System, presented to Decatur City 
School District in response to the District’s RFP and Form 470 # 415340001008549. 
5 The RFP, page 2: General Conditions.  Items 3, 5, 9, and 14 are on pages 2 and 3 of the General Conditions. 
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any substantive bid evaluation. Disqualification reasons cannot be scored on a range, 
but rather are binary - i.e., the service provider either meets the standard or does 
not meet the standard.”6

To this end the team prepared a list of key criteria with which a proposal must comply to be 
considered properly responsive to the RFP.7   

Regarding the SWC bid, Ms. Rains’ team determined that: 
o The SWC bid did not utilize the suggested products in the bid but did not provide the 

“apples-to-apples” schedule on page 7 of the RFP which was designed to allow the 
team “determine whether a substitute offered is equivalent to and meets the 
standard of the item specified.”  SWC filled in this schedule by making a single 
reference back to its itemized listing which did not provide the information required 
in the “apples-to-apples” schedule.8  This violated General Conditions items 3 and 9. 

o The substitute products and proposed SWC architecture did not meet the standard of 
the specified system architecture in the bid specs.  This violated General Conditions 
item 9. 

o Not all features were included in the SWC bid, a violation of General Conditions items 
5 and 9. 

o Only one of the references required on page 12 of the RFP was verifiable, a violation 
of General Conditions item 3. 

Clearly based upon the bid SWC submitted they could not be considered as a 
“responsive and responsible bidder meeting specifications,” justifying the team’s 
decision to eliminate their bid in accordance with General Conditions item 14.  The team 
even attempted to work with SWC to modify their bid to allow it to qualify for 
comparative evaluation; ultimately that attempt was futile. 

Regarding the MNX bid, Ms. Rains’ team determined that their bid complied with the 
General Conditions but was higher than that presented by SWC.  However, because the 
SWC bid did not comply with the General Conditions, only the MNX bid qualified for 
consideration.  This review satisfied the team that the MNX bid was a cost-effective 
proposal for the project. 

The District then went to contract with MNX for the Video Distribution System and filed 
Form 471 # 864333 requesting E-rate funding for the project. 

Special Compliance Review: 

In the initial response to the Special Compliance Review (SCR) Information Request Item # 
4 (vendor selection process description), Ms. Rains submitted a copy of the vendor bid-
qualifier grid with notes appended expanding on some of the reasons for disqualifying the 
SWC bid and providing the team’s thinking on why the MNX bid was cost-effective.9  The 
SCR reviewer, Heather Squire, failed to connect the vendor bid-qualifier grid with the SLD 
“Disqualification Factors” process.  Instead she interpreted this document at a Bid 
Evaluation Matrix, which is used to compare competing qualifying bids using a set of 
weighted criteria for the purpose of rating each of multiple qualifying bids to determine the 
winning bid.  

6 SLD web page “STEP 3 SELECTING SERVICE PROVIDERS”, page 2, “Disqualification Factors”. 
7 Vendor bid-qualifier grid worksheet, created by the bid evaluation team during the bid evaluation process 
summarizing their findings between 2/23/12 and 3/13/12. 
8 Proposal from SWC, p.15. 
9 Special Compliance Information Request Checklist and document “4-2354402-Process” sent by Kathy Rains, 
Supervisor of Technology, to Heather Squire, Associate Manager, Special Compliance Review. 
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STEP 2 STEP 4

Construct an Evaluation

Contracts

State Master Contracts State Replacement Contracts

STEP 3 SELECTING SERVICE PROVIDERS

Construct an Evaluation

When an applicant examines and evaluates the bids received for eligible services, it must select the most cost-effective bid. The price of the eligible products 
and services must be the primary factor in the evaluation, but does not have to be the sole factor. 

Other relevant evaluation factors may include: prior experience including past performance; personnel qualifications including technical excellence; 
management capability including schedule compliance; and environmental objectives. Note that the most heavily weighted price factor cannot include ineligible 
costs, although those can be included in an evaluation as long as they are in a separate price factor that is weighted less heavily (see the second example 
below). 

Example 1:

The following example meets program guidelines, as the price of the eligible products and services is weighted higher than any other single factor and does 
not include any ineligible cost factors:

Factor Weight 

Price of the eligible products and services 30%

Prior experience 25%

Personnel qualifications 20%

Management capability 15%

Environmental objectives 10% 

Total 100% 

Example 2: 

This second example includes an evaluation factor that addresses ineligible costs that an applicant might incur as a result of selecting a particular bid. Note 
that the price of the eligible products and services is still the primary factor, and the ineligible costs are included in a factor that is weighted less heavily.

Factor Weight 

Price of the eligible products and services 30%

Prior experience 25%

Ineligible cost factors 20%

Management capability 15%

Local Vendor 10% 

Total 100% 

You should use the factors you choose for your evaluation to construct a bid evaluation matrix. Your matrix will assist you in your evaluation and also provide 
documentation of your process. You can view a sample bid evaluation matrix on this website.

No Bids Received?

USAC Home Schools and Libraries Program Applicants Step 3: Selecting Service Providers Construct an Evaluation

Page 1 of 3Construct an Evaluation - Schools and Libraries Program - USAC.org

5/12/2013http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/evaluation.aspx

NOTE 6



If you do not receive any bids in response to a FCC Form 470/RFP, we suggest that you memorialize this fact with an email to yourself or a memo to the file. 
Various review processes - including audits - may occur after your competitive bidding process has ended, and this email or memo may be the only 
documentation of what happened.

If you do not receive any bids after your 28-day waiting period, you can contact service providers to solicit bids and can then review and evaluate any bids 
received as a result. However, remember that if you post a new FCC Form 470, issue a new Request for Proposal (RFP), or amend your existing RFP, you start 
a new 28-day waiting period.

Keep in mind that your state and local procurement rules may also require you to take certain actions when this situation occurs. As always, you must be in 
compliance with all of your state and local rules and regulations as well as Federal Communications Commission (FCC) rules.

One Bid Received?

If you receive only one bid, we suggest that you memorialize this fact with an email to yourself or a memo to the file. This will help to document that you did 
not just keep only the winning bid.

Furthermore, remember that if you only get one bid, that does not automatically make the bid cost effective. You should review the pricing in the bid response 
to determine whether the costs for the products and services are significantly higher than the costs generally available in the marketplace for the same or 
similar products or services. If they are significantly higher, then the bid may not be cost effective. 

Disqualification Factors

Vendor Selection

You can set out specific requirements and disqualify bids that do not meet those requirements as long as you clearly identify the disqualification reasons on 
your FCC Form 470 and/or your RFP. Disqualification reasons should be determined prior to any substantive bid evaluation. Disqualification reasons cannot be 
scored on a range, but rather are binary - i.e., the service provider either meets the standard or does not meet the standard.

The following items are examples of common bid disqualification reasons:

Service provider must register with the state procurement office. 

Service provider must have a Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN). 

Service provider must have an FCC registration number. 

Service provider must be bonded. 

Bids from service providers that do not meet all four requirements are disqualified and not evaluated further. The remaining bids must then be evaluated with 
the price of the eligible products and services as the factor that is weighted most heavily in the bid evaluation.

Mandatory Walkthroughs and Bidders Conference 

You can require that bidders participate in a walkthrough of your facility or attend a bidders conference in order to submit a bid. As long as you have clearly 
stated in your FCC Form 470 and/or RFP that not attending these events is a reason for disqualification, you can disqualify bids from service providers that 
were not present at these events.

However, you must be sure that all bidders had access to this information and have timely notice so that they have a reasonable opportunity to attend.

Note that if you use the walkthrough or bidders conference as the only opportunity to distribute the RFP, you must then wait at least 28 days from the date 
you last distributed the RFP before you can select your service provider.

Vendor Evaluations

If you use a multi-tiered or multi-round evaluation process, the price of the eligible products and services must be the primary evaluation factor overall.

The following is an example of such a process:

In the first round, the applicant uses the following evaluation criteria: 

Price of the eligible products and services (50 points) 

Reference check (25 points) 

Prior experience with the district (25 points) 

Bidders that do not receive at least 70 points in the first round are eliminated and not considered any further. 

In the second round, the applicant uses the following evaluation criteria: 

Price of the eligible products and services (40 points) 

Technical solution (35 points) 

Price of any ineligible products and services needed in order to make the solution work (25 points) 

Page 2 of 3Construct an Evaluation - Schools and Libraries Program - USAC.org

5/12/2013http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/evaluation.aspx

Disqualification Factors

Vendor Selection

You can set out specific requirements and disqualify bids that do not meet those requirements as long as you clearly identify the disqualification reasons on
your FCC Form 470 and/or your RFP. Disqualification reasons should be determined prior to any substantive bid evaluation. Disqualification reasons cannot be
scored on a range, but rather are binary - i.e., the service provider either meets the standard or does not meet the standard.



Although the applicant did not consider bids that did not meet the 70-point threshold, the first round is not a disqualification because bidders were scored 
subjectively on references and prior experience with the district. Note that in the example, overall the primary factor was the price of the eligible products and 
services (90 points). 
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Qualifier Bid 1 MXN Bid 2 SWC
Distributor MXNCorp South Western Communications
Manufacturer Vbrick MediaCast

Architecture
Serves all OS devices/all
media types All media types not included in price

Bid Bond/E Verify Yes Yes
Page 7 (Apples to Apples) Yes No
Lowest Price on Bid No Yes
All Features included in Price Yes No
Bid Specs Yes No
References 3 of 3 1 of 3
References (Manufacturer/Distributor) Both Manufacturer Only

NOTE 7



Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit 
30 Lanidex Plaza West, PO Box 685, Parsippany, NJ 07054-0685 

Visit us online at: www.usac.org/sl

Schools and Libraries Division

Special Compliance Information Request Checklist 

Please complete and return with your responses. 

On the first page of each document you provide please write the corresponding FRN(s) the 
document pertains to.

Item # Items to be returned to the E-Rate 
Reviewer

Document(s) Title & Corresponding FRN Status

1. Signed & dated contracts and/or other 
agreements with service providers related to 
the Form(s) 471

1-2354402-Contract Enclosed
N/A

2 Request For Proposal (RFP)
Please specify:
Release date: 
mo.__1__/day__24__/year__2012__
Due date: 
mo.__2__/day__23__/year__2012__

2-2354402-RFP Enclosed
N/A

3 All bid responses received for all Priority I & 
Priority II funding requests.  If no bids were 
received for any FRN, please indicate so in 
writing.
It may be helpful to include a chart as 
indicated below:

App # FRN # #of bids 
received

Vendor 
selected 

86433
3

2354402 2 MXN

3a-2354402-Bid1
3b-2354402-Bid2

Enclosed
N/A

4 Vendor selection process description 
(created during the bidding process)

4-2354402-Process Enclosed
N/A

5 Was a consultant used relating to the 
planning, implementation and support of your 
E-Rate funding requests?

Yes
No

If yes, provide a signed and dated Consultant 
Agreement(s) or Letter of Agency.

N/A Enclosed
N/A

6 Correspondence between the 
consultant/service provider and the 
school/library regarding the competitive 
bidding process and the application process

N/A Enclosed
N/A

7 Special Compliance Certification (page 4)
(Include signature, title and date.)

7-2354402-Compliance Enclosed

NOTE 9



Vendor Selection – Invitation to Bid 01-2012 
Application Number 864333 
FRN 2354402 
BEN 128005 
 
During the bidding process, selection was based on the following criteria: 
 
Qualifier Bid 1-MXN Bid 2-SWC 
Distributor MXNCorp South Western Communications 
Manufacturer Vbrick MediaCast 

Architecture  
Serves all OS devices/all 
media types 

All media types not included in 
price 

Bid Bond/E-Verify Yes Yes 
Page 7 (Apples-to-Apples) Yes No 
Lowest Price on Bid No Yes 
All Features included in Price Yes No 
Bid Specs Yes No 
References 3 of 3 1 of 3 
References (Manufacturer/Distributor) Both Manufacturer Only 

 
We did specify e-rate funding within the bid. We learned from other districts that the 
architecture of the system heavily weighed what percentage was covered by e-rate. Since we 
based much of our ITB specifications on a neighboring district’s bid, we hoped we would be 
provided with like architecture products. According to the bid specifications, MediaCast did not 
meet the architecture criteria.  
 
With the difference in price, we considered re-bidding to include the other type of architecture, 
but after our comparison of the products and much time spent gleaning information from both 
vendors, we found that Bid 1 – MXNCorp and the VBrick solutions – best met all of our bid 
specifications. To meet the functionality of the VBrick solution, the additions would have ended 
up with a greater bid price on the second bid. 
 
Further weighing our decision not to re-bid was the fact that none of the references actually 
had done business with SWC. While they had the MediaCast solution, all had been installed by a 
different company. SWC had never installed the product. 
 
 

4-2354402-Process



From: Kathy Rains Kathy.Rains@dcs.edu
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 4:55 PM
To: rlarson@erate360.com
Subject: Fwd: Re: Decatur City SD Additional Information Request
Attachments: 1-2354402-Response.pdf; 2-2354402-Pricing_Original.pdf; 3-2354402-Notes.pdf 

>>> Kathy Rains 12/20/2012 11:17 AM >>> 
Hi Heather, 

Thank you for a further opportunity to explain. Please see my note below each of your bullets. You should also find the 
files attached to the email that are referenced below. Please call or allow me the opportunity to explain if the response 
presents further questions. 

Kathy Rains 
256-560-6819 

>>> "Squire, Heather" <Heather.SQUIRE@sl.universalservice.org> 12/18/2012 9:49 AM >>> 
Hi Kathy,
Please see the following additional questions in regards to your response to the denial letter. The response to this
request is due 15 days from today, January 2, 2013. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

         You have indicated the lowest bidder (Bid 2) “really should have been thrown out because they did not fill out
all aspects of the bid document.” Please indicate all aspects of the bid document that they did not fill
out. Please explain how the aspects of the bid document which were not filled out were requirements of the
Request for Proposal which was released for this funding request.

Item number 3 on page 2 of the RFP states “The entire invitation of bid documents should be completed and 
returned as requested.” 
Please see attached file “1-23544-2-Response.pdf” showing the page returned by Bid2 with no products or model 
numbers given as requested to allow for product comparisons and for determination of a complete package. In the 
supplied documentation, the products were not named in sections of the parts requested (i.e. Video Portal, Video On-
demand Server, etc.) but divided into e-rate eligible and ineligible. While this designation was important, it did not 
help us determine if the products were similar or would work with the equipment we already had.  

         You have indicated, “when we examined the bids closely we discovered that all parts were not included in the
price. In order for the system to work, we would have had to add multiple features and equipment that were
included in the responsible bidders' (Bid 1) response. Once those costs were added to the bid, the price for Bid
2 would have been the highest.”

As we requested clarification of Bid2 pricing, again to be certain that the Bid2 was comparable to Bid1 (the product 
reviewed at a neighboring school district, researched carefully, and listed in the bid document as the specifications to 
meet), we were met with several pieces of equipment that Bid1 included that were not automatically included in 
Bid2. With each request for clarification, we had some parts added and others omitted making it even more difficult 
to compare fairly. From our original attempt to analyze Bid2 and put it in the order requested and from requests and 
discussions of the Bid2 vendor, the additions are shown below: 

Description SWC/MediaCAST
Vido Portal 6500
Video On Demand Server 35390
Rack Mount Chassis 9470
Single Channel Blades 30100
High Definition Single channel Blade 10400
High Definition Single channel encoders 48300
Shipping 2636

Item number 3 on page 2 of the RFP states “The entire invitation of bid documents should be completed and p g
returned as requested.”q
Please see attached file “1-23544-2-Response.pdf” showing the page returned by Bid2 with no products or modelp p g p g y p
numbers given as requested to allow for product comparisons and for determination of a complete package. In the g q p p p p g
supplied documentation, the products were not named in sections of the parts requested (i.e. Video Portal, Video On-pp , p p q ( ,
demand Server, etc.) but divided into e-rate eligible and ineligible. While this designation was important, it did not , ) g g g p
help us determine if the products were similar or would work with the equipment we already had.  

NOTE 10 & 11



Installation & Training 9801
Total of Original Bid 152597
Demodulators & tuner, set 7622
TV Channel Guide/Coax Splitter, set 1870
Software Additions (SIMs)
Moodle 6500
MediaPortal for Public Access 2500
iPAD App 7500

Additional Shipping 152
KioskCentral 10900
Digital Signage Viewer 5740
Viewer Installation Cabling Kit 448
Viewer IR Receiver/Transmitter Kit 840
Wall Mount Brackets 301
LCD/Projector Programming (550 each) 3850
Maintenance, Technical Support, Etc. 9752
Comparable Equipment Rack w KVM 2500
Total Additions to Meet Bid1 Specs 50983
Total Comparable Solution 203580

Attached (file “2-2354402-Pricing_Original.pdf”) is the vendor’s pricing sheet to show how we struggled with 
placing the parts into like categories as listed at the beginning of the table. We did this for pricing as we continued to 
analyze the capabilities that might be missing. The bottom part of the table shows the prices associated with the 
missing capabilities we determined. These prices were from the Bid2 vendor during the progressive disclosure. 

         Your response indicates multiple people were involved in the vendor evaluation process. Please provide all
vendor evaluation documentation created at the time the vendor selection decision was made. This
documentation should be that which was created by all individuals who were involved in the selection
process.

We had four people from our staff involved in the vendor evaluation process: Kathy Rains, Supervisor of 
Technology; Mandi Jones, Internal Auditor; Gary Cloer, Network Administrator; and, Fran DeWeese, Secretary (at 
the time). Kathy and Gary sifted through all the technical specs trying to determine if the products were comparable 
and what might have been included or excluded from each bid. Kathy and Mandi reviewed all pricing again trying to 
determine what products were comparable. Fran called the references. We have a few cryptic notes (please see 
attached file “3-2354402-2-notes.pdf”), but all were combined into the final selection form shown here: 

Qualifier Bid 1 MXN Bid 2 SWC
Distributor MXNCorp South Western Communications
Manufacturer Vbrick MediaCast

Architecture
Serves all OS devices/all
media types

All media types not included in
price

Bid Bond/E Verify Yes Yes
Page 7 (Apples to Apples) Yes No
Lowest Price on Bid No Yes
All Features included in Price Yes No
Bid Specs Yes No
References 3 of 3 1 of 3
References (Manufacturer/Distributor) Both Manufacturer Only



We actually called all references as the attached cryptic notes indicate, but we require only three for the bidding 
process. Only one of the Bid2 references had ever heard of SWC (mistakenly marked SWF on the attached 
document “3-2354402-2-notes.pdf”). 

         Please indicate what parts were not included in Bidder 2’s bid. Please provide documentation showing how
the costs associated with the parts not included in Bidder 2’s bid would have made their bid higher than
bidder 1’s bid, had the costs of those parts been added to their bid price.

Please see the response to the second bullet above and outlined below: 

Demodulators & tuner, set 7622
TV Channel Guide/Coax Splitter, set 1870
Software Additions (SIMs)
Moodle 6500
MediaPortal for Public Access 2500
iPAD App 7500

Additional Shipping 152
KioskCentral 10900
Digital Signage Viewer 5740
Viewer Installation Cabling Kit 448
Viewer IR Receiver/Transmitter Kit 840
Wall Mount Brackets 301
LCD/Projector Programming (550 each) 3850
Maintenance, Technical Support, Etc. 9752
Comparable Equipment Rack w KVM 2500
Total Additions to Meet Bid1 Specs 50983

         You have indicated Bidder 2 did not complete the pricing sheet. However, Bidder 2’s bid clearly lists
prices. Please explain.

The bid did list prices, but Bid2 did not complete our pricing sheet to show us which of this manufacturer’s parts 
matched the parts we specified as the example product. Without this match, we had to spend countless hours asking 
questions and carefully matching parts to try to make a fair comparison of product services and costs. Please see the 
attached file “2-2354402-Pricing_Original.pdf” to view some of our notes as we struggled to make the comparison. 
When asked specific questions about whether or not certain product capabilities were included, the Bid 2 vendor 
would add something new but often remove another part as “unneeded.” In our numerous conversations, with the 
constant additions and removals, it made it ever more confusing to us. After reviewing the total bid presented with 
the additions gleaned from our conversations, we knew we presented the best solution for approval by our Board. 

Thank you,
Heather Squire, CFE
Associate Manager, Special Compliance Review 
USAC, Schools and Libraries Division 
T: 973.581.5095 | F: 973.599.6552 
hsquire@sl.universalservice.org

From: Kathy Rains [mailto:Kathy.Rains@dcs.edu]
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 3:39 PM 
To: Squire, Heather 
Subject: Re: Decatur City SD Denial Letter.docx 

The bid did list prices, but Bid2 did not complete our pricing sheet to show us which of this manufacturer’s parts p , p p
matched the parts we specified as the example product. W

y yp
 Only one of the Bid2 references had ever heard of SWC 



Heather, 

We do NOT want to cancel the 471 listed here as I previously indicated. 

Billed entity: 128005 
471#: 864333 
Funding Request#: 2354402 

As I shared with you, this is the only bid that we have EVER gone with other than the lowest price. 

We examined this bid more than any other bid we have ever done because it was an e-rate bid. The lowest bidder (Bid 2) 
really should have been thrown out because they did not fill out all aspects of the bid document. Also, when we examined 
the bids closely we discovered that all parts were not included in the price. In order for the system to work, we would 
have had to add multiple features and equipment that were included in the responsible bidders' (Bid 1) response. Once 
those costs were added to the bid, the price for Bid 2 would have been the highest. Price is always weighted more; 
however, in reviewing all documents, many other items, even other than adding in all equipment that would have been 
needed, stood out for us that made the higher response our only choice. Bid 2 had not completed the pricing sheet, had 
never installed this product before, and when calling references only had one of the references ever heard of the 
installing company.  

I took the liberty of assigning numbers to the grid already provided you adding three columns representing what we think 
is a more than fair assessment.  This grid is shown here: 

Qualifier Point
Available Bid 1 MXN Bid 1 Pts. Bid 2 SWC Bid 2 Pts

Distributor MXNCorp South Western Comm.
Manufacturer Vbrick MediaCast

Architecture 5Serves all OS devices/allmedia types 5All media types not
included in price 0

Bid Bond/E Verify 5Yes 5Yes 5
Page 7 (Apples to Apples) 5Yes 5No 0
Lowest Price on Bid 35No 0Yes 35
All Features included in Price 25Yes 30No 0
Bid Specs 10Yes 10No 0
References 53 of 3 51 of 3 2
References (Manufacturer/Distributor) 10Both 10Manufacturer Only 5
Total 100 0 70 0 47

Please consider. 

Kathy Rains 
Supervisor of Technology 
Decatur City Schools 
256-560-6819 

>>> Kathy Rains 12/14/2012 3:35 PM >>> 
We would like to cancel this funding request -- 

Billed entity: 128005 
471#: 864333 
Funding Request#: 2354402 

We still feel that we made the best decision at the time, but we understand the need to document with percentages in 
the future. 

The lowest bidder (Bid 2) y ( )
really should have been thrown out because they did not fill out all aspects of the bid document. Also, when we examined y y p
the bids closely we discovered that all parts were not included in the price. I



Thank you for your patience and guidance, 

Kathy Rains 
Decatur City Schools 

>>> "Squire, Heather" <Heather.SQUIRE@sl.universalservice.org> 12/10/2012 9:49 AM >>> 
Good Morning Ms. Rains,
Please see the attached letter. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Heather Squire, CFE
Associate Manager, Special Compliance Review 
USAC, Schools and Libraries Division 
T: 973.581.5095 | F: 973.599.6552 
hsquire@sl.universalservice.org

---------------------------------------------------------------
Confidentiality Notice: The information in this e-mail and any attachments thereto is intended for the named recipient(s) 
only. This e-mail, including any attachments, may contain information that is privileged and confidential and subject to 
legal restrictions and penalties regarding its unauthorized disclosure or other use. If you are not the intended recipient, 
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action or inaction in reliance on the 
contents of this e-mail and any of its attachments is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this e-mail in error, 
please immediately notify the sender via return e-mail; delete this e-mail and all attachments from your e-mail system and 
your computer system and network; and destroy any paper copies you may have in your possession. Thank you for your 
cooperation.



NOTE 12




